P.C. Hearing Date  11/18/92
Agends item Mg,

FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE |
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CONSISTING OF COMMENTS, RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS, AND TEXT REVISIONS

for the
RICHMOND RANCH

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOMPENT

(®PDC 91-10-081)

CITY OF SAN JOSE
November 1992

ey,
A ;
Direcoar of Planaing




TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY

1L

=

LIST OF INDIVIDUALS AND AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT I

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR..ceeemorssemrrmesee

REVISIONS TO THE TEXT GF THE DRAFT )51 - SO

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ER.. P

DISTRIBUTION LIST. Uy R




L LIST OF PERSONS AND AGENCIES COMMENTING

OV THE DRAFT EIR _ \
,\‘
‘\
Agency/Individual ' Resporse Reouired Date Recxive!
Santa Clara Vallcy Water ‘
District (SCVWL) Yes Nov:mber <, %
Santa Clara County Parks and
Recreation Department Yes _ Ocerber 30, 1€2
Santa Tlara County
Transpoitation Agency Yes Novessher 4, i¢
Califormia Archaeological
Society : No September 27, 1!
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THi: DHAFT EIR FRUM THE SANIA
WATER DISTRICT DATED GCTORER ), 1992

COMMENT: The site is traversed by three District facilities, Thompson Creek adjacent o San
Fetipe Koad, Misery Creek to the porth, and Hawk Cieek through the center of the site. It appears
from the plans that the subwatershed boundaries of these three facaiities will be affected. We need
to jec the exact boundarics of the site on the watershed map enclosed with this lener.

RESPONSE: A copy of the USGS topographical map showing the proiedt site and the watershed
arees for Misery, Hawk, and Thompson Creeks is provided as Attachment C in Section [II of this
Amendmer 1o the Dxaft EIR '

COMMENT: In the iate 1970°s, the District developed design fiood flow rates based on the General
Plans of Santa Clara County and the cities within the county. The land uses within the City's urban
service area in 1976 were of an urban develoned aare. Our hydrology and flow rates v '€ based
on the runoff from an urhan environment. This site was Jocated outside the Lmits of the urban
service area tesulting in flow rates based on runoff from a rural, iess impervious, environment.
Many downstream flood conurol facilities have been constructed or are cumently proposed based
on our 1978 hydrologic sdies. Increases in the density of development and rcsuitant increases
in runoff wil} adversely impact our downstream flood control improvemens.

Therefore, 2n assessment of cumulative runoff ir.mpact of this development oa our downstream tlood
control facilities including I.ake Cunninghara should be provided for our review.

RESPONSE: Pre- and post-development runoff volumes were cakculated for the proposed project

based on the standards contained in the Santa Clara County Drainage Manu.l These voiumes are
shown on pag 35 of the DEIR. Tne cakulations are added as Appendix I of the Draft EIR (see
Anachment D) in Section 111 of this Amendment 1o the Draft EIR. As described in the DEIR, the
posbdcvclqnmnmﬁ'fbwsfmmthesimwmlddeamﬁmthe;xuj&d.ducmdtmducu'on
in the wibutary area, reduction of siope on the site, and Ui aduition of topsoil for landscaping.
Since the prject woulkd not iacrease runoff from the site, it would not result in any downstream
flooding irmpacts or contribute to cumulative poff impacts.

COMMENT: The DEIR shows the pre- and post-deveiopinent peak storm runoff guantiiies on pape
35. Calculations of peak flows 2nd volumes for pre- and post-development conditions showing the
induced flooding l\:hclothepmposeddeveloprmmshﬂdbepmvided

RESPONSE: Cabrulations of peak flows and - jcres for pre- and post-development condiions
are added as Anpendix 1 in Section I of this Amendment 1o the Duaft EIR. As descibed in the
EIR, peak flows after development would be slightly less than existing peak flows and would not

result in any dowrsiream flocding impacts.




A4 COMMFNT. Fedenal flood maps indicate that the site would not be subiect to floading; however,

flond studies did not inchece Misery or Hawk Creeks. As such. these crecks may not be adequate
1o convey the 1 % flood flow and adjacent lands may b subject 1o fioading. If flooding is induced
downstream, mitipation measores, such as detention facilities. shoukd be included with the proposed

developmers, \

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR FROM THE SANTA CLARA COUNTY
ZARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT DATED OCTOBER 30, 1992 '
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impacts resaluag from residential development. Al present, the City and County General Plans do
not designate any park facilitics of trail alignments within the project boundarics. 1t is anticipated
that the projeci would provide in-licy mitigation fees for impects to park services.

The following trail impravements arc proposed as pat of the project: 1) construction of a four foot
wide paved path between the project site and the Meadowlands devekpmen withia the existing

least five fect).

COMMENT: While we are pleased to se¢ that a wal will be inchuded atong Thompson Creek as
part of the project development, we were disappointed to see that this wil: only be a four-foot wide
path, Given the high jeve! of trzil use throughout the City and County, this width dots oot seemy -
adecuate especially consideriag that this will be e only non-motofized access 0 the new
clementary school thalt is proposed for this aret. We resommend a continuous trail connection from
Richunond Ranth to the Meadowlans. This trail shoutd be a minimum of 1en-foot wide with two-
foot wide shoulders on each side of the waii. The trail should be located within a 25’ easemeni
Tiﬁstypcofaligmncmfouowswr&nmymndndformﬁ-usemils These provisions would
mmmmm:mmwmhoﬂeﬁngmghmmmpmﬁdeasa&wﬁamn
motorizc] and non-motorired ese. A ten-foot wide uail woukl also allow acoess for maintenance
and patrol vehicles. The only other safe akernative would be to kecp a four-foot wide pedestrian
trail and then mdifythecuncmmdtomovidcastﬁped.ﬁve-foamm Licycie Jane on each side
of the road (Class 1 bilee facility). ’

RESPONSE: As described in response 19 the previous comment, *he project proposes 10 CONSINuC
a four to eight foot wide, paved path from the projedt site (o the Meadowlands development. This
path is consistent with the existing path localed along San Felipe Road adjacent to the
Meadowlands devalopment and would be consistent with City standards for a pedesitan/picycle
path in this area. .

RESPONSE TO LETTER N THE DRAFT ER FROM THE ANTA CLARA CO TY
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY, DATED OCTOSER 30, 1992

COMMENT: Liis nmclearfmm:bet)mﬁﬁmwhaherﬂrﬁty of San Jose plans to anpex San
Felipe Road into the City’s street system. Currently, San Felipe Road fronting the site is a County
maintained road. If the City is planaing 10 annex San Felipe Road, then it is recommended that
fullwidzhofSanFelipcRoadwbeannexedm:mCiiy_ If this is the case, we have 0o

i relative to San Felipe Road. The City should set the dedication and improvement

reqﬁrchSforSmFelipeRmd.

If Ciry ofSanJmisgm_phnMgmmmxﬂxﬁﬂlwidﬁofSanFelipe Road, then it is
recormmended that the City require the developer o dedicate and improve 30 fi. hall street along
the site’s San Felipe Road. In acvlition, the ~San Felipe Road Issues” discussed on Pages 76, 77,
78 of the Draft EIR, i.e. Sight Distance, the sharp curve in San Felipe Road betwees Meadowlands
Lane and O'd Sitver Creek Road, and.the upgrades and improvements of existing bridges along San
Felipe Road in the pioject’s vicinity, should be mitigatsd based upon Cattrans’ as well as Couniy
Stancards, and to the satisiaction of this Agency. :

4




C.2 COMMENT: On Page 78, mugnmmmm‘aem ltisobsewfdﬂutamfucmeism
10 the Capitol Expressway widening and intersection improvements included in the Evergreen
Specific Plan (ESP). ltﬂmﬁmm&ﬂu&ndw)ﬁ?immmnmgm
plag. mm@drmmiﬁgaﬁmmcwawwumﬁsdnwlupu'smﬁﬁﬁvm
dwevuxESsztsjectdmnapqoceodas
'RPSFOﬁSE:'AsdcsaibedinﬁwwaiﬂWaecﬁononthEmmpagaST-T&SSpm
oiﬂ:spmjeumﬂicwwldmvclnuwghanmgmnmmdmldhemhjeunds
: sici i
oompkn'onofdnidenuﬁed' EDP i soudimdmm:uitigsionsecum' on page 78
of the DEIR. .

3 COMMENT: OnPageﬂdﬂanﬁEm,mﬁeisadjscusﬁonofPubﬁchnsitScnice. The
tenefmemﬁﬁmmubcmvisedmmmnm&io{mwﬂs coti

RESPONSE: TheDE!RhasbeencwmedmmviscRuncﬂ 0 Route 31 in Section I of #is
Amendment.

C4 COMMENT: !nad:ﬁﬁon.i:ismwdmmhacmmumemmngmmpmwenmdwm

soumofuueVﬂhgﬂanSanFeﬁpeRoad This is tfoe.

RESPOh. < Comment poted.




Ni. REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT

THE FOLLL WING SECTION CONTAINS REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFTEIR. ALL
DELETIONS ARE SHOWN WITH A-LINE—FHROUGH-THE-FF. AND ALL NEW T=XT IS

UNDERLINED.
Page 5, Figure 4, is revised 23 shown in Attachiment A.
Page 6. third paragraph, the last two sentences are revised &5 follows:

In addition, the project proposes 10 provide a four to gight sin foot wide pedestrian/bicycls path
.:d;mmSchhpeRmdmgm:mmybomﬂay Mﬂtﬂ.l

Feh&an,andzg rumonofasnxfcxxmdegavcdmthwxmamfoashmlda: gSan
Felipe Rgﬁmﬁnnmmamm_ncs{madmthcmveimbvnhqﬁvem Py

ngellmvisépmagm;ﬂdasfolkns:

A NPDES permit is-ewsreathyeeing prepared by the State Water Resource Control Board (hat-i+

- gapecied-io-bo was sdopied October 1, 1992, This permit will requive the implementation of storm
waier management practices both during and afier construction activities for projects gresie -thas
five-geres that are five acres or greater in size.

Consistency: The proposed project would design drainage facilities #ad implement storm “vater
manapem=r: practices during constroction and post construction in accordance with the Sama ' lara
Vailey Nonpoint Sovice Program and NPDES requirements.

Pagc36,miscm3afm

A NPDES peimit io-sememiy-being prepared by the Staie Water Resource Control Board #h si-is
expeeted-io-22 was adopted October 1, 1992, This permit will require the impiemengation of s1om
waler management practices both during and afier construction activities for projects gredier- s
#ive-seres that are five 2cres or greater. The project will follow the requirements of the Santa Clara
' Villey Nonpoint Source Costrol Program and the NPDES permit.

Page 57, last paragraph, Route 71 is changed to Route 31.

Page 101, fourth paragraph, the first two sentences are revised as follows:
memhwmafwamggmchkpﬂhMmMon




the project | h_‘und_a!bimrﬂmmmmL Fruy-peth-srovkl-entend

Add Attachment C, Figare 12a 10 the Drainage Section of the Dnft EIR.

Ad Attachment 1. (Strm Runoif Calcutations) as Appendix | of the Dran EIR.
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Santo Clora Volley Waker District {

150 ALMADEN EXPRESOWAY
GAN I0SE. CA 5118
TELEPHONE  {408) 265-2600

October 30, 1992
Ms. Susan Walsh CITY OF SAM JOSE
City of San Jose Planning PLANNING DEPARTME}

- 801 North First Street
Sin Jose, CA 95110-1795

_ Decar Ms. Walsh:

The Districi has reviewed the Draft Environmenta! lmpact Repori {(DEIR} for the proposed
Richmond Ranch, File PDC 91-10-081, and has the following comnments: Lo

Drainage and Flooding:

The site is traversed by three District facilities, Thompson Creek adjacent to San Felipe Road,
Misery Crexk 10 the north, and Hawk Creek through the center of the site. H appears from the -
plans that the subwatershed boundaries of these three facilities will be affected. We need 10 sec

mecxaabpundariﬁofthcsimonmcwmcrshedmpmdowdwiﬂ:mism.

lntbelatclg'iﬁ’s,\thisaiadcvelopwdmignﬂoodﬂowutmbaxdmﬂnGaualPhnsof
Santa Clara County 2ad the cities within the county. The land uses within the City’s urban
service area in 1976 ware of au urbar developed mawrz. Our hygrolog and flow rates were

urbanseniceammﬁﬁcgmﬂowutmbuedmmmﬁfmmama],kmhnpaﬁous,
envirooment. Many downstr=am ficod control facilitics have been constructed of are curreatly
proposed based on our 1978 hydrologic studies. Increases in the density of development and
resuliant increases in runoff will adversely impact our downstream flood control improvements.

Therefore, an assessment of cumuiative runoff impact of this devejopment on our downstream
fiood control facilities inciuding lake Cunningham should be provided for our review.

The DEIR shows the pre- and post-Gevelopment peak storm runoff quantities on Page 35.
Calcvlations of prak flows and volumes for pre-and posi-development conditions showing the
induced flooding due to the proposed development should be provided.

Federal flood maps indicate that the site would oot be subject to flooding: however, flood studies
did not include Misery or Hawk Crecks. As such, skaco cresks may not be adequate o convey
the 1% fiood flow and adjaceni lands may be subject to flooding. M flooding is induced
downstream, miligation measures, such as detention facilities, shoukd be included with the

proposed development.

e gsﬁma

Ngy 04 182

|
|




Ms. Susan Walsh 2 Ociober 30, 1992

Any questions may be referred to Usha Chatwani at %65-2607, extension 2322, |

Sinoerely,

© Marc J. Klemeucic |
Division Enginser
'gn C I. - Ds - -

Enclosure:  Watershed Map
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October 30, 1992 [ {

An:Agercy of i'. Ml

Susan Valsh

Department of City Planning
City of San Jose
80 North First Street .
San Jose, CA 95110 QY OF SAN JOsg
' PLANNING DEPARTMENY

Subject: Drafr Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Richmond Ranch

Bear Ms. walgh.

Your Seprember 14, 1992 letrer along vitn the subject Draft EIR for Richmond

i

Ranch has been revieved. (ur Comaents are as follows:

Felipe Road fronting the site is a County maintained road. If the City s
planning to annex San Felipe Road, then it is recommended that full vidth of
San Felipe Road be anrexed to the City. If this is the case, ve hive no
Tequirements relative ro San Felipe Road. The City should set the
dedication and improvement requirements for Sap Felipe Road.

If City of San Jose is not planning to annex the full width of San Felipe
Road, then it ig recommended. that the City require the developer to dedicate
and improve 390 £y, half street along the site’s San Felipe Road. In
addition, the *San Felipe Hozc Issues”® discussed on Pages 7¢, 77, and 78 of
the Draft EIR, i.e. Sight Distance, th sharp curve in San Felipe Road
betvecn Keadovlands Lane and J1d Silver Creek Road, and the upgrades and
improveasents of existing bridges along San Felipe Road in the Project’s
. Yicimity, should be ritigatid based upon Caltrans’ as well as County
Standards, and to the satisiaction of this Agency.
; i !

2.  On Page 73, Mitigation Heasures are listed. It is observed that z
reference is made tq the Capirel Expressvay videning and intersection
improvements included in the Evergreen Specific Plan (ESP). It should be
noted that as of now ESP improvements are not an approved plan. The
required mirigation to Capitel Expressvay shoyld be this developer’s
responsibility in the event ESP project does not broceed as planned.

In addition, it ig Stated that there are ne current long term pians to
extend bus service south of the Villages on $zn Felipe Road. This is true.

Boart of Supervisors: Mo M Honas Zee Le'ren Ron Gonraes S-- - O Darng bl e - g




TR I m—-w,—__ﬁh—- -

R R

Susan Valsh
Page 2
October 30, 1992

Please call me 2t 921-5757 .1f you have any questions.

Ve thank you for the opportunity to

Sincerely,

5% \'\"\‘v

ASHOK VYAS
PROJECT ENGINEER

AV:Xh

cc: VCH
X
j 4]
RGH

review this matter.




24 September 1992

re: £oC 91-10-081 for Richmond Rench

Dear Ms. Walsh:

Cur office has no additional comment on the above
referenced project. However, thank you for your
interest in protecting cultural resources,

Si cerely

(Le1§£ oréﬁ%g%ZZQZJZ"

Assistant Coordlnator

CALIFORNIA ARCHAEGLOGICAL INVENTQRY ‘:“;‘. ey f{z_:%%_zj
Departmont of Anthvopoiogy 2 ervrrer - '-':"§ TR
Mﬁ,,am G i g 9if
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Susan Walsh

Lept. of City Plunning
801 Korth First St.

San Jose [p $5110
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P.C. 11718/92
Azenda Item No. ¢.c.
File No. PDC 91-:0-081

k]

SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
CONSISTING OF COMMENTS, RESPONSES TO COMMENTS,
AND TEXT AMENDMENTS
FOR THE RICHMOND RANCH
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REZONING

PDC 91-i¢-081

CITY OF SAX JOSE
November 1992

{!;Gary J. ennauer A
Director of Planning
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SECTYION I .
A, RESPONSE TO CoMMEIrTS FROM ROB CDRLEY. RECEIVERD ROVEMBRRR 12, 1592,
1. ! The East Side Unijop High School Districg offers the

following comments for consideration by the Planning
Commission during jrg hearing on the Richmon
Envircnmental Iimpact Report. pg You know, the high schoo}

districe has been working with city officials and ctherg for

Unforcunately. 4 schogl facility funding Drogram will nes be
in place to secure adegquatre high schools for the Richmond

Ranch Project .

Project’g Irpact on Schools

Page 33 of the Draft EIR correctly notes that Silver Creek
High School is Operating at 96% of Capacity and wilj soon be
filled wirh Students freopm existing homes and projects
expected to he buiit before the Richmong Ranch jig developed.
z11 Surrounding high schools are at or near capacity, leaving
0o space available for the 52 Students €expected frem thig

Project.

Cumularive Irpact on School from Development in the Evergreen
A;ga is Significant

2, COMMENT - Yucting fropm the top of page 109:

Mellec-Rocs funding zng e€xacting fees or contrikusiong

frenm develcpment A5 conditions of approval |
Text then 9%€3 ¢on te cifer a Serieg of steps to balance
facilitjes ang enrolimene. In previcus Cerrespondencea andg
Lestimony, the Zast &:de Union High Schoz} Pistrier rag
altempted tgo explain why the options listed will ne-
€liminare the nigh school crowding prcblem. The conly
Fractical Cptian g increasegd use of portable class:ccmsr




significant overcrowding of Schoglg which wil) lead to an
unacceptabie leve} of Service for alj] Studentg in this z545
of the city,
. Conclusion '
The Rage Side Union High Schoo} District'requesfs that ¢5:
Drafe EIR be amended to include an explicie nitigation i
Measure requiring thar this Project contribure i y

of the COSt of a new high Schoo? designed to serve rowts; or
the City’ g Cast sige. Such contribution, through a onewa;me

; p . , i

see or estah) hmer¢ of 5 Mello- Cos euthorxty. will Mitizare
ths identifjeq CUmulatjve ; d a} najon
of Schools tq Serve rhe Planneg residentjai h in thgf )

City of San Jose Withoyur Such mitigation, the Draf: EIZ an
ved,

|
envjrqy t Ct. Page 109 of R ingj e5 thas (if !
State-mandsteq impact feeg Ot adequate o Provide new i
Schoo} faci) tiesg, the schoo} 1strictg could !
Variety of heasureg to ge ate lat ive Student /
1ncreag includin boundaxy adjusim, . ing, /
enrol? . year-round Schoolg ang Portabla clasg

Portahj s been yge, 2nsive] 1 the pas; te j
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File Mo. PDC 91-10-081
Page 3

SECTIOK IIT
REVISIONS TO TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR

The following items are revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. All
deletions are indicated with a line through the text (strike through}

and new wording is underiined.

Page 13
Revise consistency statement under first paragraph number 3.

LOCAL PLANS AND POLICIES:

Consistency: The project would ke consistent with the GGeneral Plan
land use designations for the site and with the polici

the General Plan.

Page 13
Revise last sentence in paragraph 2:

Congistency: The project would be cornsistent with the City’s urban

design policies to preserve neighborhocd character, provide open space,
and utilize centour grading. The project would alsoc be consistent with
Policy #13, since the project includes reduced street widths. Heweves-

- - - - -, - e - -

sortions—of—#1d —sine he—prosee :L o9 ‘_._;“_ . ;_'_- : . ,.; e

+%e§ﬁ—4947—§9§?"4G@T—ﬂﬂﬂ—353+P—aﬁd—iﬂ"?GE—ﬂE*%iﬁtﬁg—ﬂﬁﬂﬁ*ﬁivewgfeétﬂg.
ek ~ The project is copsistent with the intent of Policy #24
ince i 4 8 t lac 1 ordipance-siz ree i

generally consistent with the general intent of Policy #12 since the
resulting concours will resenble the mstural characrer of the hillsg,

Page 20
Revise Paragraph two as follows:

The project proposes 260 units on 111 acres of the property designated
for Low Density Residential uses (2 units per acre)l. This represents a
density cf 1.7 units/acre on the area of the site designated for
residential uses, which is consistent with the General Plan
designation. Tre remaining 85 acres of the site would be preserved in
open space in conformance with tha General Plan designation for Private
“ren Spac: on this periion of the site. The project would remove 26

ordinance size trees ¢n the site. -
the—CierisUrhan—tosign-—foliepm i : —en—development—te

LR
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Rob Corley

Consultant, School Faciliiies & Planning
4882 McCirath Strect #310
Ventura, California 93003
[FAX (505) 658-6433)
(805} 658-2995

November 1€, 1992 | R ECE‘V E B |

Susan Wa]sh ‘\iﬂ\-, . \2 1992
Department of City Planning

City of San José OITY OF EAE‘EA{%%ENT
201 North First Street =i NG DEF

San Jose, California 95110

SUBJECT: Comments on PDC 21-10-081
Richmond Ranch Drant £IR

FROM: East Side Union High School District

Dear Ms. Walsh,

The East Side Union High School District offers the following comments for
consideration by the Planning Commission during its hearing on the Richmond Ranch
Draft Envivonmental Impact Report. As you know, the high school district has been
working with eity officials and others for many months to find a means of providing
new and expanded school facilities to serve new residential projects.  Unforhunately,
a school facility funding program will not be in place to secure adequate high schools
for the Richmond Ranch project. '

Project's Impact an Schools

Page 99 of the Draft EiR correctly notes that Silver Creek High School is operating
a1 965 of capacity and will soon be filled with students from existing homes nnd
projects expected to be built before the Richmond Ranch is developed. A\

surrounding high schools are at or near capacity, leaving no space available for the 32
students expected {rom this profeet,

Cumulative tmpact on School from Development in the Evergrevn Area is Significan:
This DEIR contains a good discussion of the cumulative ‘mpact of development on the
city’s eust side, 1tis generally accepled that siate mandated school fees are insufficient
10 meet the needs created by new housing.
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“the necessary  schoo) TCqQuirements, (pe school
\Cprovements cap be financed by utilizing Melio-Roos
funding apnqg exacting fees o contributions  from
deveiopmeny a5 conditions of 2pproval,

Text then go.cs O 10 offer a serjes of Steps to balance facilities 2ng enroliment. Iy
Previous urtespondence gnd lestimony the Eagy Side Union High Schoo} District hag

_ ) ry s
housing stock NO other Public service Provider is askeg 1 make due forever with
temporary measyres, As Derceptively noteq i, the Draf; EIR, withoy; funding for 3
new high school there Wil be sigrifican overcrowding of schools Which will lead 15 a5
Unacceptable Jove of service for all students in this area of the city.

sharcofmcmsxofancwhighschmldcﬂgned‘ toscmgrwrhonlbecit_v‘s&stsidc.
Such contribution, through 3 one-time fee or establishment of 5 Mello-Rogs authority,
will mitigate the identified Cumudative impact ang allow orderly expansion of schools
10 serve the pianned residential growh in the city of San José, Without such
Mitigation, the Draft EIR apg the projec: should not be approved.

Please contacy 1he undersigned or Pay) Fettiz cf the East Side Union High Schogy

District (408-272-645 1) if there are any questions concerning this ‘ssye._




